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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1 -41 are pending in this Office Action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, 
if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have 
been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability 
shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1,2, 4-6, 7, 9, 12-15, 17, 19, 20-27 and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Bly et al (or hereinafter "Bly") (USP 5008853). 

As to claim 1 , Bly teaches the claimed limitations: 

"receiving an request directed to locating at least one version of a selected file or folder" 
as the shared structured data objects, which are located in a remote digital storage facility or 
file service represented as a file drawer abstraction of the desktop, are accessed by users to 
place a digital copy of a digital copy of a structured data object on the user's desktop for 
subsequent manipulation, editing, revision, insertion of new material. This information 
indicates that the remote digital storage facility has to receive a request to place a digital copy 
of a structured data object on the user's desktop. A digital copy of a structured data object is 
represented as a selected file (col. 3, lines 60-67); 

"returning information corresponding to the set of data in response to the request" as 
when a user selects a shared book entry, the system displays all versions of entry details 
sheet 60A including fields for the entry's name (fig. 5, col. 20, lines 60-67). 

Bly does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "automatically obtaining a set of data 
corresponding to at least one prior version of that selected file or folder that may be maintained 
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such that its data is accessible". Bly teaches that shared book 40 and all of its related 
structured data objects or entries therein will be maintained at this specified location. The 
shared books application automatically stores such entries to and retrieves entries from a 
specified file server 16. Each entry includes a version. Thus, when each entry is stored 
automatically, each version of each entry is stored automatically too (fig. 3, col. 18, lines 15- 



It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to apply Bly's teaching of shared book 40 and all of its related structured 
data objects or entries therein will be maintained at this specified location. The shared books 
application automatically stores such entries to and retrieves entries from a specified file server 
16. Each entry includes a version in order to ejiminate user's interaction and save time for 
storing files in a location. 

As to claim 2, Bly teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the request is received from a 
user interface" as (col. 9, lines 30-40). 

As to claim 4, Bly teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the request is received via an 
application programming interface call" as (col. 16, lines 25-35). 



25). 



As to claim 5, Bly teaches the claimed limitation "requesting a list of one or more 
timestamps" as (fig. 3, col. 18, lines 15-25), each timestamp corresponding to a shadow 
volume" as (fig. 2). 
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As to claim 6, Bly teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the shadow volumes are 
maintained as differential files" as (col. 18, lines 15-20). 

As to claim 7, Bly teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the shadow volumes are 
maintained on at least one remote server" as (col. 18, lines 10-25). 

As to claim 9, Bly teaches the claimed limitation "requesting attributes for each prior 
version of the selected file or folder that may be maintained" as (figs. 13-15). 

As to claim 12, Bly teaches the claimed limitation "returning a set of timestamps 
corresponding to shadow volumes" as (figs. 3-4). 

As to claim 13, Bly teaches the claimed limitation "displaying information corresponding 
to the set to enable user selection of a timestamp-identified shadow volume" as (fig. 2). 

As to claim 14, Bly teaches the claimed limitation "requesting a list of one or more 
timestamps, each timestamp corresponding to a shadow volume, and further comprising, 
embedding a timestamp corresponding to a selected file on a shadow volume in a request to 
access the selected file or file attributes from that respective shadow volume" as (figs. 2-4, col. 
23, lines 5-20). 

As to claim 15, Bly teach the claimed limitation "embedding an identifier corresponding 
to a selected file on a shadow volume in a request to access the selected file or file attributes 
from that respective shadow volume" as (fig. 3, col. 23, lines 50-60) 
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As to claim 17, Bly teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the identifier corresponding 
to the selected file comprises a timestamp" as (fig. 3, col. 23, lines 50-60). 

As to claim 19, Bly teaches the claimed limitation "receiving a second request directed 
to restoring a selected file version in the set, and accessing the selected file version in 
response to the request" as (col. 37, lines 50-67). 

As to claim 20, Bly teaches the same claimed limitation subject matter in claim 1 . 

As to claim 21 , Bly teaches the claimed limitations: 

"a local client, the local client having an interface configured to receive a request 
directed to locating at least one prior version of a selected file" as the shared structured data 
objects, which are located in a remote digital storage facility or file service represented as a file 
drawer abstraction of the desktop, are accessed by users to place a digital copy of a digital 
copy of a structured data object on the user's desktop for subsequent manipulation, editing, 
revision, insertion of new material. This information indicates that the remote digital storage 
facility has to receive a request to place a digital copy of a structured data object on the user's 
desktop. A digital copy of a structured data object is represented as a selected file (col. 3, lines 
60-67; col. 28, lines 40-60); 

"a network communication mechanism" as network communication (col. 15, lines 15- 

24); 

"a remote file server- connected to the local client via the communication mechanism" 
as user workstations are connected to network file server 16 (col. 15, lines 19-25), "the remote 
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file server having at least one prior version of the file maintained thereon" as the number of 
remote versions of each shared book entry to be maintained on the file server (col. 1 7, lines 
50-52); 

"the interface communicating a request for file version information to the remote file 
server" as (col. 18, lines 13-25), 

"the remote file server responding to the request by returning a set of data 
corresponding to at least one the prior versions of the file maintained thereon" as (fig. 3, col. 
18, lines 13-25). 

Bly does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "the interface displaying information 
corresponding to at least part of the set of data to enable selection of a file version for 
restoration from the remote server". However, Bly teaches that an example of a folder 102 of 
remote file is shown in the window representation of a folder in fig. 12. Users may copy entries 
44 from folder 102 to desktop 32 or book 40. The folder 102 includes many versions of files. 
When a user copy an entries of file to desktop 32, it means that copied entries is restored in 
desktop from remote server (col. 37, lines 7-10). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to apply Bly's teaching of coping displayed entries from the folder 102 of 
remote file to desktop 32 in order to backup files when the system is corrupted. 

As to claim 22, Bly teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the interface communicates 
the request for file version information to the remote file server via a redirector" as (col. 15, 
lines 15-20). 
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As to claim 23, Bly teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the interface includes a user 
interface" as (fig. 3). 

As to claim 24, Bly teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the interface includes an 
application programming interface" as (col. 15, lines 5-10). 

As to claim 25, Bly teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the set of data corresponding 
to at least one the prior versions of the file comprises at least one timestamp" as (fig. 1 2, col. 
37, lines 1-10). 

As to claim 26, Bly teaches the claimed limitation "wherein each timestamp corresponds 
to a shadow volume" as (col. 18, lines 10-25). 

As to claim 27, Bly teaches the claimed limitation "wherein each shadow volume 
includes a differential file corresponding thereto" as (col. 20, lines 60-67). 

As to claim 30, Bly teaches the claimed limitation " wherein the interface is further 
configured to communicate with the remote server to obtain file attributes" as (fig. 12). 

4. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bly et al 
(or hereinafter "Bly") (USP 5008853) in view of Sherman (USP 5832508). 

As to claim 3, Bly discloses the claimed limitation subject matter in claim 1 , except the 
claimed limitation "an operating system shell user interface". Sherman teaches a graphical 
user interface shell 145 on an operating system (fig. 1B, col. 6, lines 25-30). 
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It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to apply Sherman's teaching of Shell interface into Bly's system in order to 
allow a user to enter operating system commands on the service provider's system through a 
command-line interface. 

5. Claims 8 and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Bly et al (or hereinafter "Bly") (USP 5008853) in view of Harrison et al (or hereinafter "Harrison" 

As to claim 8, Bly discloses the claimed limitation subject matter in claim 1, except the 
claimed limitation "wherein communication with the remote server is via a CIFS file access 
protocol". Harrison teaches Microsoft compatible format (Server Message Block or 
SMB/Common Internet File System or CIFS). Finally, to enable network storage device 15 to 
communicate over the network, a Network TCP/IP Protocol (col. 4, lines 45-50). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to apply Harrison's Microsoft compatible format (Server Message Block or 
SMB/Common Internet File System or CIFS). Finally, to enable network storage device 15 to 
communicate over the network, a Network TCP/IP Protocol into Bly's system in order to allow 
users to communicate with server via network system. 

As to claim 29, Bly discloses the claimed limitation subject matter in claim 1 , except 
the claimed limitation "wherein the remote file server communicates with the local client via a 
CIFS file access protocol". Harrison teaches Microsoft compatible format (Server Message 
Block or SMB/Common Internet File System or CIFS). Finally, to enable network storage 
device 15 to communicate over the network, a Network TCP/IP Protocol (col. 4, lines 45-50). 
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It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to apply Harrison's Microsoft compatible format (Server Message Block or 
SMB/Common Internet File System or CIFS). Finally, to enable network storage device 15 to 
communicate over the network, a Network TCP/IP Protocol into Bly's system in order to allow 
users to communicate with server via network system. 

6. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bly et al 
(or hereinafter "Bly") (USP 5008853) in view of Almond et al (or hereinafter "Almond") (USP 
6112024). 

As to claim 10, Bly discloses the claimed limitation subject matter in claim 1, except the 
claimed limitation "filtering any information indicative of a prior version that does not exist". 
Almond teaches that when a user, using a particular version, issues a query 
to delete a record, the version control subsystem 1 1 enables the DBMS 12 to determine 
whether the row 20(i) containing the record version associated with the version is also 
associated with other versions higher in the version hierarchy. In that operation, the DBMS 12 
can determine whether the row 20(i) contains, in the version identifier field 22, the version 
identifier for the particular version. If so, the DBMS 12 will set the deleted flag 26 for the row 
20(i), thereby to indicate that the record has been deleted. On the other hand, if the DBMS 12 
determines that the row 20(i) does not contain, in the version identifier field 22, the version 
identifier for the particular version, which may be the case if the record has not been created or 
updated in that version, it will create a new record version for the version for which the record 
is to be deleted, in the manner described above, and sets the delete 
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flag 26 in that record version. The DBMS is represented as a filter flag 26 to indicate the 
record has been deleted. When record has been deleted, this means that the prior version of 
record has been deleted too (col. 12, lines 1-20). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to apply Almond's teaching of after filtering the version identifier for the 
particular version, DBMS 12 will set the deleted flag 26 for the row 20(i), thereby to indicate 
that the record has been deleted to Bly's system in order to let a user know the file does not 
exist. 

7. Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bly et al 
(or hereinafter "Bly") (USP 5008853) in view of Vasudevan et al (or hereinafter "Vasudevan") 
(USP 6598059). 

As to claim 1 1 , Bly discloses the claimed limitation subject matter in claim 1 , except the 
claimed limitation "filtering information indicative of a prior version that is not unique with 
respect to a prior version already represented in the set". Vasudevan teaches filtering record 
version that includes duplicate versions (col. 9, lines 45-55; col. 18, lines 1-25). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to apply Vasudevan's teaching of filtering record version that includes 
duplicate versions to Bly's system in order to save time a user to search/retrieve records 
having duplicated versions. 

8. Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bly et al (or 
hereinafter "Bly") (USP 5008853) in view of Trede et al (or hereinafter "Trede") (USP 5873103). 
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As to claim 16, discloses the claimed limitation subject matter in claim 1, except the 
claimed limitation "wherein the identifier corresponding to the selected file is embedded in the 
request such that distributed file system server name changes at distributed file system 
-junction points do not affect the identifier". Trede teaches that the name of the storage server 
is an inadequate identifier, since the name can be changed over time. Since the name of 
server can be changed. However, the system does not mention whether or not the change of 
server name can affect the timestamp. Thus, the change of server name may not affect the 
time same (col. 11, lines 1-15). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to apply Trede's teaching of the name of the storage server is an 
inadequate identifier, since the name can be changed over time to Bly's system in order to 
save time for processing an attribute of a file. 

9. Claims 18 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Bly et al (or hereinafter "Bly") (USP 5008853) in view of Martin, Jr. et al (or hereinafter 
"Martin") (USP 6610105). 

As to claim 18, Bly discloses the claimed limitation subject matter in claim 1, except the 
claimed limitation "flagging a request to access the selected file or file attributes from that 
respective shadow volume to indicate that the request corresponds to a shadow volume". 
However, Martin teaches that the exact access to the right file is dependent on a flag in the 
request as an example shown in FIG. 4A. A request from the mobile device, if executing a 
WML browser, comprises a flag "wml" so that the menu generation server can be advised of 
which file shall be fetched (col. 1 1 , lines 55-65). 
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It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to apply Martin's teaching of access to the right file is dependent on a flag 
in the request to Bly's system in order to let the system known user can access the file. 

As to claim 28, Bly teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the interface communicates 
the request for file version information to the remote file server via a redirector" as (fig. 2, col. 
18, lines 10-25). Bly does not teach the claimed limitation "wherein the redirector is configured 
-to flag requests seeking information from a shadow volume". Martin teaches that the exact 
access to the right file is dependent on a flag in the request as an example shown in FIG. 4A. 
A request from the mobile device, if executing a WML browser, comprises a flag "wml" so that 
the menu generation server can be advised of which file shall be fetched (col. 1 1 , lines 55-65). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to apply Martin's teaching of access to the right file is dependent on a flag 
in the request to Bly's system in order to let the system known user can access the file. 

10. Claim 31 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bly et al 
(or hereinafter "Bly") (USP 5008853) in view of Groff et al (or hereinafter "Graff") (USP 
5787411). 

As to claim 31 , Bly discloses the claimed limitation subject matter in claim 30, except 
the claimed limitation "wherein the interface is further configured to filter the information that is 
displayed based on the file attributes". Groff teaches an interface is constructed to filter 
database records that are displayed including attributes such as order date, shipped date (fig. 
7, col. 13, lines 25-45). 
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It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to apply Graffs teaching of constructing an interface to filter database 
records that are displayed including attributes such as order date, shipped date to Bly's system 
in order to return correct record based on user's input. 

1 1 . Claims 32-36 and 41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Bly et al (or hereinafter "Bly") (USP 5008853) in view of McWilliams (USP 6272547). 
As to claim 32, Bly teaches the claimed limitations: 

"receiving a request to locate information corresponding to prior versions of a file or 
folder" as the shared structured data objects, which are located in a remote digital storage 
facility or file service represented as a file drawer abstraction of the desktop, are accessed by 
users to place a digital copy of a digital copy of a structured data object on the user's desktop 
for subsequent manipulation, editing, revision, insertion of new material. This information 
indicates that the remote digital storage facility has to receive a request to place a digital copy 
of a structured data object on the user's desktop. A digital copy of a structured data object is 
represented as a selected file (col. 3, lines 60-67); 

"obtaining a set of at least one timestamp, each timestamp corresponding to a shadow 
volume that may have a prior version of the file or folder maintained therein" as (fig. 3, col. 18, 
lines 10-25); 

"for each timestamp in the set, requesting file or folder attributes from the corresponding 
volume" as (col. 29, lines 1-25). 

Bly does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "developing a list based on each 
response to the request for file or folder attributes; providing prior file or folder version 
information based on the list in response to the request to locate information". McWilliams 
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teaches that after the computer receiving data files from the initiator, the computer receiving 
creates a list of files, which are available for transfer to the initiator. Each file, the list gives the 
name of the file, the size in bytes of the file and the date of creation of the file (abstract, col. 4, 
lines 50-65; col. 5, lines 30-37). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to apply McWilliams' teaching of after the computer receiving data files 
from the initiator, the computer receiving creates a list of files which are available for transfer to 
the initiator. Each file, the list gives the name of the file, the size in bytes of the file and the 
date of creation of the file to Bly's system in order to save time for transferring files from a 
computer to another computer and eliminate repeat a number step of transferring files to same 
location. 

As to claim 33, By teaches the claimed limitation "wherein receiving a request to 
locate information comprises receiving an API call" as (col. 29, lines 1-15) 

As to claim 34, Bly teaches the claimed limitation "wherein obtaining a set of at least 
one timestamp comprises communicating with at least one remote file server having at least 
one shadow volume thereon" as (fig. 12, col. 29, lines 1-15). 

As to claim 35, Bly teaches the claimed limitation "wherein requesting file or folder 
attributes from the corresponding volume comprises, identifying the shadow volume via its 
corresponding timestamp in the request" as (fig. 12, col. 26, lines 1-30). 
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As to claim 36, Bly teaches the claimed limitation "embedding the timestamp in a path 
provided to the remote file server" as (fig. 4). 

As to claim 41 , Bly teaches the same claimed limitation subject matter in claim 32. 

12. Claim 37 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bly et al 
(or hereinafter "Bly") (USP 5008853) in view of McWilliams and further in view of Trede et al 
(or hereinafter "Trede") (USP 5873103). 

As to claim 37, Bly and McWilliams disclose the claimed limitation subject matter in 
claim 36, except the claimed limitation "wherein the timestamp is embedded in the path such 
that distributed file system server name changes at distributed file system junction points do 
not affect the timestamp". Trede teaches that the name of the storage server is an inadequate 
identifier, since the name can be changed over time. Since the name of server can be 
changed. However, the system does not mention whether or not the change of server name 
can affect the timestamp. Thus, the change of server name may not affect the time same (col. 
11, lines 1-15). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to apply Trede's teaching of the name of the storage server is an 
inadequate identifier, since the name can be changed over time to Bly's system and 
McWilliams's system in order to save time for processing an attribute of a file. 

13. Claim 38 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bly et al (or 
hereinafter "Bly") (USP 5008853) in view of McWilliams and further in view of Mason. 
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As to claim 38, Bly and McWilliams disclose the claimed limitation subject matter in 
claim 32, except the claimed limitation "flagging the request such that the remote file server will 
detect the embedded timestamp". Mason teaches hen the SELECT request is received, a 
server subprocess will be initiated to flag and timestamp the event packet as selected and 
issue a BORROW or COPY request to the central library facility to cause it to borrow or copy 
the document of the event packet if it exists in the central library facility and transmit the 
document to the remote processor from which the request SELECT was received (col. 16, 
lines 10-20). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to apply Mason's teaching of hen the SELECT request is received, a 
server subprocess will be initiated to flag and timestamp the event packet as selected and 
issue a BORROW or COPY request to the central library facility to cause it to borrow or copy 
the document of the event packet if it exists in the central library facility and transmit the 
document to the remote processor from which the request SELECT was received to Bly's 
system and McWilliams' system in order to indicate to server to select information for response 
to a user's request. 

14. Claims 39-40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bly et al 
(or hereinafter "Bly") (USP 5008853) in view of McWilliams and further in view of Barney et al 
(or hereinafter "Barney") (USP 6212512). 

As to claim 39, Bly and McWilliams disclose the claimed limitation subject matter in 
claim 32, except the claimed limitation " determining from the response to the request for file or 
folder attributes whether the file or folder exists on the shadow volume identified via a 
timestamp, and if so, including an entry representing the corresponding timestamp in the list". 
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Barney teaches that the protection list editor scheduler 226 component is a standalone utility 
that allows the user to create and modify a profile of files on their system that they would like to 
have protected on a regular basis. Individual files, file types, whole folders and sub-folders, as 
well as wild cared entries may be added or removed from the protection list from this 
component (col. 7, lines 20-35). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to apply Barney's the protection list editor scheduler 226 component is a 
standalone utility that allows the user to create and modify a profile of files on their system that 
they would like to have protected on a regular basis. Individual files, file types, whole folders 
and sub-folders, as well as wild cared entries may be added or removed from the protection list 
from this component to Bly's system and McWilliams' system in order to return a correct list of 
files to a user properly. 

As to claim 40, Bly and McWilliams disclose the claimed limitation subject matter in 
claim 32, except the claimed limitation "wherein developing a list comprises, determining from 
the response to the request for file or folder attributes whether a unique file or folder entry 
exists in the list, and if not, adding an entry representing the corresponding timestamp to the 
list". Barney teaches that the protection list editor scheduler 226 component is a standalone 
utility that allows the user to create and modify a profile of files on their system that they would 
like to have protected on a regular basis. Individual files, file types, whole folders and sub- 
folders, as well as wild cared entries may be added or removed from the protection list from 
this component (col. 7, lines 20-35). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to apply Barney's the protection list editor scheduler 226 component is a 
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standalone utility that allows the user to create and modify a profile of files on their system that 
they would like to have protected on a regular basis. Individual files, file types, whole folders 
and sub-folders, as well as wild cared entries may be added or removed from the protection list 
from this component to Bly's system and McWilliams' system in order to return a correct list of 
files to a user properly. 

Conclusion 

15. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 
Pirolli et al (USP 5895470). 
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Contact Information 



16. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Cam-Y Truong whose telephone number is (703-605-1 169). 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri from 8:00AM to 4:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Breene, can be reached on (703-305-9790). The fax phone numbers for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (703)-872-9306. Any inquiry 
of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding should be directed 
to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703-305-3900). 

Cam-Y Truong 



3/18/04 




